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CALL TO ORDER

Legal notice having been given, Commission Chair Caryl Hart called thismeeting of the CaliforniaState
Park and Recreation Commission to order at 9:05 am. The Chair thanked everyone attending the meeting
and then introduced the commissionersand California State Parks staff who were present.



AGENDA ITEM 1.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE JULY 8, 2011 MEETING IN SACRAMENTO

Chair Hart asked if there were any changesto the draft minutes of the Commission’sJuly 8, 2011 meeting
in Sacramento. There being none, the Chair noted that reading of the minuteswould bewaived and the
draft minutes hereby approved by the Commission.

REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION OF OCTOBER 20, 2011 AT D.L. BLISS STATE PARK

CdliforniaState Parks Chief Counsel Ann Malcolm reported that during the Commission’s October 20,
2011 closed session meeting, which was conducted at D.L. Bliss State Park pursuant to CaliforniaGov-
ernment Code Section 11126(e)(2)(b), there were no reportabl e items and no action had been taken by the
Commisson.

AGENDA ITEM 2.
CHAIR’S REPORT, COMMISSIONER REPORTS/COMMENTS, RECOGNITIONS

The Chair explained that thisagendaitem provided an opportunity for commiss onersto comment on
mattersof interest, conduct committee business, and providerecognitions. Chair Hart asked if the Com-
missioners had any mattersto discussor report. Therewere no comments or reports.

Chair Hart then asked Commissioner Tommy Randleto read thelist of employeeswho had recently
retired from careerswith California State Parks. Thislist, representing retirements announced sincethe
Commission’sJuly 8, 2011 meeting, represented over 547 yearsof serviceto thecitizensof Cdifornia

JeanneAkin, San Diego Coast District ......ccccveveeeevienicnienne. 33years, 6 months
Laurel Belton, Acquisition & Development Divison............. 21 years, 8 months
LyndaBurman, Centra Valey District...........cccceceveeciveinnenns 4 years, 9 months
Karen Call, SantaCruz DIStriCt ........ccooviererieenieie e 11 years, 11 months
Danny Collier, SerrabDistriCt ..o 7years, 1 month
CharlesEdgemon, SantaCruz DiStrict .........cccceeeeieienennene 30years, 6 months
Wayne Fiske, San LuisObispo Coast District .........ccccueeeee 13years

Matalie Jackson, Contracts & AsSsessments..........cccceeeueeene 24 years, 10 months
Sheryl Lawton, Diablo VistaDIstricCt ........ccceverereneeeeiene. 27 years, 6 months
DianeMcGrath, San LuisObispo Coast Digtrict ................. 31years, 4 months
DennisMcSweeney, Russian River/Mendocino Digtrict ...... 12 years, 6 months
Mark Micha ski, American River Digtrict...........cccceeveeneen. 26 years, 7 months
Steven Nestor, Orange Coast DIStricCt ........ccceeveeecieecieeennen. 11 years, 7 months
Alphonso Pepito, ANgeleSDISCE .......ooveieeriiiineeeiceci 29years, 1 month
RitaPerry, SeraDiStiCt ........cooeverieeieeeeeeeee e 3years, 6 months
Jeanette Pinion, San LuisObispo Coast Digtrict .................. 16 years, 3months
Joyce Sathre, Headquarters ...........ccevveeeieeniennieniie e 32 years, 9 months
Joan Schneider, Colorado Desert District .........occveeieecienns 12 years, 10 months
Wallace Schwab, Tehachapi DIStrict ...........cooeeereeiecieeinne 10years, 7 months
William Soule, Officeof Historic Preservation .................... 34 years, 3months
DeborahViney, Grants& Local ServicesDivision.............. 21 years, 10 months
Gary Waldron, Northern ServiceCenter .........ccocoeeeeeveennee. 26 years, 8 months
Paul Walsh, San LuisObispo Coast Didtrict ........ccccccvveneeee 9years, 6 months
Scott Wassmund, Northern Field Division ...........cccccoceeene. 31years, 4 months
SuzanneWestover, Russan River Sector .........coccoceeeeeeenee. 26 years, 9 months
Warren Westrup Jr., Northern Service Center .................... 35years, 4 months

Commissioner Randleand Chair Hart expressed their gratitude to these employeesfor their service.



AGENDA ITEM3:
APPROVAL OF SPECIAL REDWOOD GROVES

Chair Hart asked Commissioner Maurice Johannessen to read the requests that had been madeto estab-
lish special redwood grovesin California State Park System units. Commissioner Johannessen read the
following grove requests and made amotion to approve these groves, the motion was seconded by Com-
missioner Paul Junger Witt:

Asrequested by Save the Redwoods L eague:

LouisAgassizand Inez Greene Test Grove
in Humbol dt Redwoods State Park
the estate of Frederick H. Test, donor

SueAnn, Joy and Donald Rhynard Grove
in Butano State Park
Donald and Joy Rhynard, donors

The commissionersvoted unanimoudy to adopt the resol uti ons establi shing these special redwood groves.

AGENDA ITEM 4
DIRECTOR’'S REPORT

Chair Hart introduced CaliforniaState Parks Director Ruth Coleman to present her Director’s Report.
Director Coleman explained that as each of the commissionershad received awritten copy of her report,
shewould be using thistimeto provide an update on State Parks' budget situation.

Director Coleman referred the commissionersto her written Director’s Report which included alist of
park unitswhere successful effortswould keep these parks open despite significant budget reductions. The
Director explained that 14 park unitsthat had been slated for closure could be kept open through partner-
ship agreements established with private citizens, cooperating associations, cities, counties, and the Nation-
a Park Service. She added that given the busy summer season and already-reduced staffing theseresults
had been obtained through effortsthat had only been madein earnest since Labor Day 2011. Director
Coleman noted that State Parkswas particularly pleased with the National Park Serviceand severa
counties, including Sonoma County, that had expressed willingnessto assist Cdlifornia State Parks.

The Director also explained that Governor Jerry Brown had recently signed legislation (AB42) that provid-
ed State Parkswith anew tool that permitted operating agreementswith non-profit entities. She added
that State Parks had created an interdisciplinary team to review thelegal, administrative, and other ques-
tionsthat would arise during the creative devel opment of operating agreementsto keep parks open.

Director Coleman next explained how the employeelayoff process could beimplemented at California
State Parks. Sheexplained that thefirst step wasto identify positionsthat could be eliminated. The Direc-
tor noted that while the processwas aslow-moving oneit was believed that significant savingswould be
achieved fromtheelimination of positions. Director Coleman added that it was expected that in thefollow-
ing year position eiminationswould impact al park units. She noted that these position éiminationswould
beapainful, difficult process, heavily regulated through the state Department of Personnel Administration.
Director Coleman added that it was especially challenging for State Parks staff to address potential em-
ployeelayoffswhileat the sametimeworking to devel op alternativesto park closures. Shecalled the
commissioners' attention to thevariety of park closure aternativesincluded inthewritten Directors Re-
port, and explained that each park unit required aunique approach. The Director added that while State
Parks staff were organizing to addressthese challenges, it remained adifficult timeto bein state service.

Director Coleman noted that State Parks' staff were extraordinary and highly dedicated, asthe commis-
sionershad undoubtedly noted. Staff were devel oping new, innovative strategiesto create arevolving fund



for investmentsthat could generate additional revenueto parks. The Director also explained that staff
werelooking at that devel opment of new special eventsand other aspects of park operation, including
alternative fee schedulesand new types of pay machines, that could generate additional revenue.

The Director pointed out that today’s California State Parks was much more reliant on revenue generation
that it had been in the past. She explained whilethe 2012-2013 State Parks budget depended on the state's
general fund for 28% of itsfunding, over 90% of the department’sbudget was supplied by the general
fund when Governor Brown wasfirst governor inthelate 1970sto early 1980s. Director Coleman noted
that in 2011 Governor Brown had inherited adepartment that is much more heavily dependent on revenue
than it had been, even though State Parksreceived some funds from taxes on gasolinefor off-highway
vehicles. The Director closed her presentation and asked if there were any questionsfrom commissioners.

Chair Caryl Hart asked if there were any questions. There being none, the Chair acknowledged theterrific
work and theincredibly difficult challengesthat State Parks staff throughout the state had faced and
would continueto facefor theforeseeable future. Chair Hart stated that in park closuresthe department
wasfacing the most difficult challenge of itsexistence, and she expressed her appreciation to the National
Park Servicefor taking on the management duties of some State Park System units. She added that the
time had cometo devel op new, innovative model sfor partnerships, aswell ascreating new ways of con-
ducting al State Parksbusiness.

AGENDA ITEM5:
PUBLIC HEARING

Chair Caryl Hart opened the public hearing portion of the meeting at 9:20 a.m. The Chair explained the
speaker registration process and noted that given the large number of speakerswho had already registered
it was her desirethat individual srestrict their commentsto two minutes each. The Chair also requested
that speakers state their names beforethey begin. Chair Hart added that the Commission wasvery inter-
ested in what everyone had to say.

ITEMBA;
Consent ltems

Noting that agendaitems5A I, 11, and 111 related to concessions operations were being presented to the
Commission on consent, the Chair asked California State Parks Director Ruth Director Colemanto pro-
vide additional information on agendaitem 5A-I1.

Director Coleman explained that in anticipation of park unit closures, California State Parkswas seeking to
obtain authority to enable the department to consider operation by private concessionaires of asmany as
29 State Park System unitscurrently listed for closure. The Director stated that thisdid not mean that the
department would be adopting concessionsfor al 29 of thelisted parks, but only that the authority to do so
would makethispossible should it be determined that such arrangementswere appropriate. Shealso
explained that the park units could be operated individually or bundled together as necessary. Director
Coleman a so explained that no decisions had been madeto actually enter into concession contractsfor
any of the 29 units, asstate law required that the Commission first make adetermination that the conces-
sionswere compatiblewith park unit classificationsand general plans, and that such proposalsalso be
approved by the state Public Works Board. Shereferred the commissionersto the staff report they had
received on thisagendaitem, and noted that the Commission’s Concessions, Enterprise, & Fiscal Commit-
tee— CommissionersBill Kogerman and Paul Junger Witt —had determined that concessionaires should
be considered as possible operators of some park unitsthat were slated for closure, and that they had
already approved thisitem, which allowed theitem to be presented to the full Commission on consent.

Director Coleman clarified that the reason the department was are abl e to make acompatibility determina
tion now, before proposal sfor specific concessions had been submitted, wasthat only concessionsthat
were consistent with current park operationswould be considered. She provided the example of parksthat



currently offered avisitor center and camping; concessionsfor such unitswould only be considered if they
provided for the continued operations of thesefacilities. The Director stated that if aconcession proposal
involved achangein operation of the unit and atotal investment or estimated annual gross salesin excess
of $500,000.00 that project would be brought to the Commission for aseparate compatibility determination.

Director Coleman noted that California State Parks had devel oped amultidisciplinary team to prepare
Requestsfor Proposals (RFPs) that would allow avariety of entities—including cities, counties, and non-
profit organizations—to submit proposalsto operate elements of apark and groups of park units. Sheaso
explained that CaliforniaState Parks already employed operating agreementsthat allowed citiesand
countiesto operate units of the State Park System.

The Director stated that through this proposal and other efforts California State Parkswas attempting to
provideitself thelargest variety of opportunitiesthat would keep park unitsopen and availableto the
public. She concluded by noting that if the Commission approved thisitem it would betaken to the state
Public Works Board in thefollowing month, after which the department woul d begin devel oping RFPs.

Chair Caryl Hart thanked Director Coleman and noted that shewould be pulling agenda concessionsitem
5A-I1 from consent to permit further discussion. The Chair then announced that the Commission would
now consider agendaitems5A, I and I11.

ITEM5A-I:
Concurrence on the Director’s appointments of Donald Kraemer,

Ron Smith, Judy Teunissen, Alan Washburn, and Pati Weir to the board of the
California Citrus State Historic Park Non-Profit Management Corporation

ITEM 5A-II;
Determination of compatibility of the concession contract for the operation of the
statewide reservation system in accordance with Public Resources Code Sections
5010.1, 5080.03, 5080.20, and 5080.23

There being no registered or unregistered speakersfor theseitems, Chair Hart asked for amotion from
the Concessions, Enterprise, & Fiscal Committeeto approveitems5A, | and 111. Commissioner Paul Witt
made amotion for approval. Themotion was seconded by Commissioner Bill Kogerman. The commission-
ersvoted unanimously to approve agendaitems5A-1 and 5A-11 asdescribed above.

ITEM 5A-II:
Determination of compatibility of concession contracts for the operation of multiple state
park units slated for closure effective July 1, 2012 in accordance with Public Resources
Code Sections 5080.03, 5080.16, and 5080.20

Chair Caryl Hart asked if commissionerswished to comment on agendaitem 5A, I1. Therebeing no
commentsor questions, Chair Hart stated that given theimportance of thismatter she had pulled thisitem
from consent so that the Commi ssion could obtain further information. She explained that this proposal
created the potential for concessionairesto manage State Park System units, something that had not been
doneinthe past. The Chair asked State Parks Director Ruth Coleman to comment on the status of negoti-
ationswith non-profit organizationsin devel oping operating agreementsfor parks, and to provideinforma:
tion on how thisfitinto thelarger plan to develop concession proposalsfor the operation of park units.

Director Ruth Coleman explained that the department was only in the early stages of thisprocessand that
thesituation varied considerably from park unit to park unit. She noted that while at some parksthere
already existed well-organized, high-performing non-profit organi zationsthat had demonstrated their ca
pacity to manage apark, other unitshad no such arrangements. Director Coleman al so noted that she
wished to make clear that whilethis proposal was not typical, there had been precedentsfor the operation
of State Park System unitsby concessionaires. She cited the examples of LimeKiln State Park, Gray



Whale Cove State Beach, and Turlock L ake State Recreation Areaas parks where campgrounds and
virtually entire park units had been operated by aconcessionaire. Director Coleman added that such
operations had not previously been attempted on aslarge ascale as suggested in the current proposal.

Director Coleman continued that some of CaliforniaState Parks' existing non-profit organi zations ap-
peared to be capabl e of operating specific parks. She stated that other opportunitieswith the Central
Valley parksdated for closure, for example, did not have existing, organized non-profit partners. The
Director explained that acompetitive bid processwas being devel oped to find operatorsfor these units.
She added that the process would include the encouragement of partnerships between non-profit and for-
profit entities, inthe hope of taking advantage of their respective strengths. Director Coleman emphasized
that the situation at each park unit wasdifferent and would be considered on acase-by-case basis. Chair
Hart thanked Director Coleman for providing thisinformation.

Again noting theimportance of thismatter, Chair Hart stated that she wished to appoint an ad hoc commit-
teeto consider issuesrelated to the closure of State Parks System units. The Chair announced that she
would represent Northern Californiaand that Commissioner ElvaYanez would represent Southern Califor-
niaon thiscommittee. She added that Commissioner Yanez' s significant experiencein parks, open space,
and environmental issues made her uniquely qualified for thisappointment. The Chair asked for Commis-
sion approval of the establishment of thiscommittee, but wasreminded by State Parks Chief Counsel Ann
Malcolm that the Commission Chair possessed authority to create committees, meaning that Commission
approval wasnot required to establish such acommittee.

Chair Hart stated that she wished to encourage discussion of thismatter and recognized Commissioner Bill
K ogerman. Commissioner Kogerman requested clarification of the new committee' srole. He added that
the Commission’s Concessions, Enterprise, & Fiscal Committee had already considered the matter of
concessionsasthey related to the operation of State Park System units and recommended that the propos-
al beapprovedin order to providethe Director of California State Parks maximum flexibility in establishing
contractsfor the operation of State Park System units by entities outside of the department.

Chair Hart explained that the ad hoc committee woul d addressissues pertaining to the broader issue of
park closures. She added that the committee and the Commission would provide aninterface between the
commissioners, the public, and the department to ensurethat discussion of this subject continued toinvolve
the Commission.

Chief Counsal Ann Mal colm noted that any findings, recommendationsor actions of the new committee
would need to be brought back to the Commission for approval, aswasthe case with the Commission’s
Concessions, Enterprise, & Fisca Committee.

Chair Hart provided an example: Should it be suggested that the Commission conduct hearingsthroughout
the state on theissue of park closure, the ad hoc committee would work with the department to determine
the necessity and appropriateness of such aproposal. The Chair a so explained that the committee could
work with the department on the devel opment of operating agreements or concession contractsfor park
operation. Chair Hart stated that sheintended the ad hoc committee to provide amechanism for continu-
ous conversation between the department and the Commission.

Therebeing no further discussion on the ad hoc committee, Chair Hart recommended that the Commission
approve agendaitem 5A-I1, with the understanding that rel ated items woul d be brought back to the Com-
mission for further discussion of the department’ sintentionsand next steps once approval of the state
Public Works Board had been obtained. The Chair asked for amotion confirming thisaction.

A motionto approve agendaitem 5A-11 was made by Commissioner ElvaYanez, and seconded by Com-
missioner Tommy Randle.

Commissioner Bill Kogerman asked for clarification asto whether or not the proposal beforethe Commis-
sion had not aready been addressed in this agendaitem as approved by the Concessions, Enterprise, &
Fiscal Committee.



Chief Counsal Ann Malcolm stated that theitem, as presented to the Commission on consent, would have
allowed the department to bring the matter to the state Public Works Board and to negotiate potential
concession contracts. Ms. Mal colm stated that she understood that after Public Works Board approval,
individual proposaswould be brought back to the Commissionfor consideration.

Atthispoint Chair Caryl Hart clarified that her proposal wasthat once Public Works Board approval had
been obtained for these projects, the department woul d then return to the Commission and present their
plansfor moving forward. Chair Hart stated that she wished to beinformed of the status of Requestsfor
Proposalsand operating agreements, adding that it was her intention to encourage communication between
the department and the Commission, thereby providing amechanism to enhance communication with the
public on the subjectsof park closures, potential concessions, and operating agreements.

Commissioner ElvaYanez noted that it wasvitally important to assessthe capacity of potential partnersas
concess on and operating agreements move forward. The Commissioner explained that everyoneinvolved
should be highly aware of partners’ ability to manage the proposed concessions, and that their capacity to
do so should beamatter or record. Commissioner Yanez added that the current major budget reductions
had afar-reaching affect, and that there should not be unreasonabl e expectations of partners’ abilities; that
partner organizations capacity to manage park unitsshould be continual ly identified and documented.

Chair Hart stated that the commi ssioners appeared to bein agreement asto the action on thisitem. She
reminded the commissionersthat amotion had been made by Commissioner ElvaYanez, and seconded by
Commissioner Tommy Randle. The Chair called for avote. The commissionersvoted unanimously to
approve agendaitem 5A-I1 as described above, on the condition that such mattersbereturned to the
Commission once approval had been obtained from the state Public Works Board.

ITEM5B:
Consideration and possible action on the Department recommendation to Adjust the
classifications of Lake Valley State Recreation Area and Washoe Meadows State Park to
restore the Upper Truckee River and floodplain by relocating a portion of Lake Tahoe
Golf Course out of theriver, which involves a transfer of more environmentally
sensitive land from Lake Valley State Recreation Areato Washoe Meadows State Park
and the transfer of less sensitive land from Washoe Meadows State Park to Lake Valley
State Recreation Area

ITEM5C:
Consideration and possible action on the Department recommendation to review
and consider the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Upper Truckee River
Restoration and Golf Course Relocation Project and adoption of the general plan
amendment for Lake Valley State Recreation Area

Chair Hart stated that in addition to the briefing and material s provided to the commissionersin advance of
today’s meeting they would now hear ashort presentation on thisagendaitem from California State Parks
Planning Division Chief Dan Ray. The Chair added that she wished to have commissionershold their
guestionsand commentsuntil after al of the public speakers had addressed the Commission.

Mr. Ray described Lake Valley State Recreation Areaand Washoe M eadows State Park and the rel ation-
ship between these two units. He provided background on the parks' long and varied history of devel op-
ment and use. Mr. Ray explained how the properties had been used by the Washoe peoples, and how in
more recent times portions of the property had been logged, operated asadairy farm, and how ranches
had been established in the meadow areas. He described how the Upper Truckee River had been straight-
ened to permit more efficient transportation of logs, and how the meadows had been drained and areas
quarried for sand and gravel. A strip for automobile drag racing had once occupied aportion of the park,
and residential subdivisions separated the park property from adjacent national forest lands.



Mr. Ray further explained that the entire site had been proposed for development in the 1970s, and he
described how it was only through the process of settling litigation that the State of Californiacameto
purchase the property, which wasthen transferred to California State Parks. He al so described how the
property’sexisting golf courseled to thedivision of theunit into unitsclassified as state recreation area
and state park. The purposeidentified for Lake Valley State Recreation Areaincluded keeping the 18-hole
golf course availableto the public aswell as providing year-round recreation whilerestoring the Upper
Truckee River and providing abal ance between recreation and hel ghtened environmental protection.

Mr. Ray provided statisticsrelated to recreation in the South L ake Tahoe area, noting that approximately
30thousand rounds of golf were played annually, about two-thirds of these enjoyed by visitorsfrom outside
theTahoearea. Helisted detail s of the recreational opportunities provided by the parks, noting that the
cost of an 18-holeround of golf at the Lake Valley State Recreation Areacourse was presently only
around $80.00 compared to approximately $200.00 at the nearby privately-owned golf courses.

Hefurther described the resources and attributes of the portion of the property that had been established
as Washoe M eadows State Park. Mr. Ray noted that this park’s purpose wasto preserve and protect the
wet meadows around Angora Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adding that the purpose statement for
the park also acknowledged the common |odgepol e pineforeststhat surround the meadows, aswell asthe
archeological and historic sitesand therecreational uses of the park. He noted that while ageneral plan
had been adopted for Lake Valley State Recreation Area, no general plan existed for Washoe Meadows
State Park. Mr. Ray explained that thiswas not unusual, in that most of the State Park System unitsinthe
L ake Tahoe Basin did not have general plans; he added that wasthiswas not anindication of apark’s
importance.

Mr. Ray provided detailson the proposal to adjust the classification of Lake Valley State Recreation Area
and Washoe M eadows State Park to allow some of the golf course holesto be moved, thereby permitting
restoration of the Upper Truckee River. He provided detail srelated to the environmental conditionsand
explained how the restoration project planned for State Parks' property was one of five componentsof a
comprehensive program to restore the Upper Truckee River. He specified that the adjustment of classifi-
cationsinvolved only around 40 acres of the park property; approximately 5% of thetotal acreage. Mr.
Ray al so explained that the proposal was consistent with established goalsfor these parksthat had existed
sincethe property was acquired. He provided details of the sciencethat had been employed, and helisted
specificsof changesto thetwo parks, including the additional recreation opportunitiesand public access
that would be provided by the restoration of the Upper Truckee River. Mr. Ray a so described the archeo-
logical sitesand cultural resources on the park properties, and the plansfor protecting these resources.

In conclusion, Mr. Ray reiterated that the proposal beforethe Commissionwould alow for therestoration
of the Upper Truckee River while affecting only about 5% of the park property, allowing the continued
operation of an 18-holegolf course, and providing additional recreation opportunities. Mr. Ray informed the
commissionersthat the environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposal had been certified by State
ParksDirector Ruth Coleman, and he requested that the Commission consider the EIR asthey perform
their decisionsasaresponsible agency.

Commission Chair Caryl Hart thanked Mr. Ray and reminded the Commission that they were being asked
to consider two actions: The adjustment of the classificationsof Lake Valley State Recreation Areaand
Washoe Meadows State Park, and ageneral plan amendment for Lake Valley State Recreation Area. She
asked if therewere any questionsfor staff beforeintroducing public comment; therewere no questions.
The Chair then explained that the Commission would hear public comment on both agendaitems 5B and
5C together, and she proceeded to call the 61 personswho had registered to speak on theseitems (see
pages 1 and 2 of these minutesfor acompletelist of registered speakers).

After thelast registered speaker Chair Hart asked if there were any unregistered speakers. There being
none, the Chair closed public comment on agendaitems 5B and 5C at 12:24 p.m. Chair Hart thanked the
speakersand then asked if staff would liketo respond to public comment at thistime. There being no staff



response at thistime, the Chair asked each commissioner inturn to sharetheir comments.

Commissioner ElvaYanez thanked the community membersand staff that had participated in thisproject.
Shenoted that the commissionersfaced adifficult decision, and she asked staff to explain the costs of the
river restoration project, how it would be funded, and how the phases of the project would proceed.

State Parks Planning Division Chief Dan Ray responded that it was his understanding that the estimated
cost of the Upper Truckee River restoration project was approximately $5 million, and that the project
would be funded through the Tahoe Restoration Program and other sourcesthat could not otherwise be
used for park purposes. He added that the reconstruction of aportion of the golf course would be funded
by the concessionairethat operated the course, and that thisfunding would be acondition of any new
contract for operation of thefacility. Mr. Ray a so explained that new golf course holeswould be con-
structed prior to theriver restoration so that 18-hole play would not beinterrupted. Thiswould befollowed
by excavation of therestored river channels, and thefilling-in of the current, altered river channels.

Commissioner Yanez then asked about federal requirementsfor Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) as
required by the U.S. Clean Water Act, relating to the val ue of the maximum amount of apollutant that a
body of water can receivewhile still meeting water quality standards. Mr. Ray asked one of the public
speakers, Robert Larson of the Lahontan Water Board, to address Commissioner Yanez'squestion.

Robert Larson replied that the restoration of the Upper Truckee River was acomponent of meeting the
federal mandate of the TM DL requirements. Mr. Larson added that the section of the Upper Truckee
River that ran through the state park property was one of the most degraded portions of theriver, and that
State Parks' restoration plan was animportant and critical implementation measurefor TMDL.

A brief discussion concerning thelegal consequences of not completing theriver restoration project took
place amongst Commissioner Yanez, Chair Hart, Planning Chief Dan Ray, and Robert L arson of the
Lahontan Water Board. They reached no conclusion asto thelegal consequences of not completing the
restoration, though Dan Ray noted that future degradation of the Upper Truckee River could subject State
Parksto enforcement action and penalties. Mr. Ray added that grant fundswere currently availableto aid
intheimplementation of the restoration, and such fundsmay not be availableat alater time.

Commissioner Tommy Randle stated that he was surprised to hear so many comments suggesting that the
subject was still be debated even though discussions of this project had continued through fiveyearsand
approximately 30 public workshops. The Commissioner added that hewould like to seethe community
completely satisfied with whatever decision was made. He expressed hisawareness of theimportance of
making adecision that the community, thosethat live nearby, would find acceptable.

Commissioner Bill Kogerman noted that while he understood his concern would be addressed at project-
level and not at today’s meeting, he opposed theideaof using asingle bridge over therestored river. He
added that hethought it woul d be val uable to have arespected golf professional consult onthefinal design
of thereconstructed courseto ensure aworld-classresult. Commissioner Kogerman also asked if eques-
trian usewas currently prohibited in Washoe M eadows State Park. SierraDistrict Superintendent M att
Greenreplied that Public Resources Code required adistrict superintendent’sorder to allow equestrian use
inastate park, and that no such order was currently in place for Washoe M eadows State Park.

Commissioner Kogerman stated that one of the public speakers had commented that staff had not ade-
quately responded to comments. The Commissioner noted that he had read each of approximately 2,300
pages of related documents, and that he believed if anything staff had “ gone overboard” in responding to
the many lettersand commentsreceived. Commissioner Kogerman then asked staff to respond to the
legal challenge made by speaker Keith Wagner, representing the Washoe M eadows Community. State
Parks Senior Staff Counsel Kathryn Tobiasresponded.

Ms. Tobias stated in responseto Mr. Wagner’s comments about the resol utions the Commission would be
considering that these had been made availablefor public review. She added that the resol utions served
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essentialy asaguidetoillustrate findingsthat have been made, and that if therewereissuesstill being
addressed at the time of the Commi ssion meeting —aswasthe case —resol utionswould not necessarily be
availablefor review well in advance of the meeting. Ms. Tobiasexplained that Commission resolutions
werenot required to be noticed to the public in theway an environmental impact report would be noticed.

Commissioner Kogerman and Ms. Tobiasengaged in abrief conversation concerning the noticing require-
mentsfor Commission actions such asthisand the processfor noticing. Ms. Tobiasexplained that the
action currently before the Commission was somewhat unique. She explained that the Commission had no
jurisdiction over the proposed project, but that it did have the authority to approve classificationsand gen-
eral plan amendments. She explained that the proposed project therefore required Commission approval of
the park unit classificationsand general plan amendment to proceed. Ms. Tobias noted that the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) processwas separate from approval of the project. She explained that
CdliforniaState Parkswasthe " lead agency” for the purposes of CEQA and the Commission a*“responsi-
bleagency.” A final environmental impact report (EIR) which had been certified by the Director of Cali-
forniaState Parkswas being brought to the Commission, which then, asaresponsible agency, must make
adecisionto allow the project to proceed. If approved by the Commission, authority to approve the project
would then be made by the Director of CaliforniaState Parks. Commissioner Kogerman and Kathryn
Tobias a so discussed whether or not there existed any legal impediment to the Commission making a
decision at thistime. Ms. Tobias stated that she did not believe any such impediment existed.

Commissioner Kogerman thanked speaker Huey Johnson for providing copiesof publicationsto thecom-
missioners. The Commissioner then asked if therewere siteswithin the park that wereeligiblefor the
National Register of Historic Places. Planning Division Chief Dan Ray explained that 18 of the 22 known
archeological siteswould remain with the property classified asstate park, and that for thisreason not all
of thesiteshad been evaluated for their digibility to the National Register; only thethreesitesinvolvedin
the classification adjustment had been eval uated, and these were determined to be dligible.

Commissioner Kogerman noted the one speaker’s comment that the proposal beforethe Commission
would doublethe amount of golf course aong theriver wasincorrect, and that in fact the proposal reduced
thelength of riversidefairwaysfrom over 6,000 feet to just over 800 feet.

Commissioner Kogerman also thanked by name severa of the public speakers and those who had submit-
ted written commentsfor their timeand insightful observations.

Commissioner Maurice Johannessen stated that his opinions on the decisions before the Commission were
conflicted. The Commissioner discussed his concernsregarding the restoration of the Upper Truckee
River, noting that hewasin favor of this. He added that he was conflicted when it cameto classifying
portions of Washoe M eadows State Park to allow golf course holesto be constructed there. The Commis-
sioner stated that he hoped those listening would understand the conflict of which hewas speaking.

Commissioner Paul Junger Witt thanked all of the meeting attendeesfor participating. The Commissioner
noted that he had heard that some park neighborsbelieved adecision had aready been made, and he
assured everyonethat thiswas not the case. He added that the commissioners cameto this meeting and
the proposal s before them with open minds, and that their decisionswould be carefully weighed with the
knowledgethat it wasimpossibleto make everyone happy. Commissioner Witt al so talked about the use of
environmentally sustainablefertilizer on golf courses, and how State Parks should insist that thisand envi-
ronmentally sensitive construction techniques be employed in therealization of the proposed project.

Chair Hart noted that Commissioner ElvaYanez wished to make additional comments. Commissioner
Yanez noted that prior to visiting the park site she had been skeptical of the proposal s beforethe Commis-
sion. Shethanked the public speakersand representatives of public agenciesthat addressed the Commis-
sion. Commissioner Yanez reminded all that the propertiesin question had been acquired and had become
State Park System unitsastheresult of adevel opment dispute, and that this decision had been madelong
inthe past. She expressed her concern for the archeological sitesand the continued protection and access
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tothesesitesby Native Californialndians. The Commissioner noted that thiswasadifficult decisonto
make, but in considering the revenue generated by the golf course, the need to keep the golf course 18
holesto ensureitssurvival, and the necessary restoration of theriver, the matter beforethe Commission
should bethought of aswhat had been called the “triple bottom line” —the environment, economic factors,
and the socid fabric of the community. Commissioner Yanez stated that she wished to honor the hard
work and commitment of the community members, State Parks staff, and scientistswho played arolein
the processthat resulted in the proposal s before the Commi ssion today.

Commission Chair Caryl Hart asked for clarification regarding funding for the golf course project. Plan-
ning Division Chief Dan Ray replied that State Parkswould not beloaning fundsto the golf concession-
aire, and that changesto the golf coursewould be funded by the concessionaire. State Parks Director
Ruth Coleman added that State Parkswould prepare a Request For Proposals (RFP) that would conces-
sionthe operation of the golf coursefor aspecific length of timethat would allow the operator to amortize
their investment. Director Coleman explained that taxpayersdid not pay for developmentslikethisin state
parks, rather the state entered into agreementswith concess onairesthat allowed amortization of invest-
ment; at the conclusion of these contractsthe state owned the asset —restaurant, golf course, etcetera.

Chair Hart stated that when devel oping RFPsfor concessions such asthisany interested party could
submit aproposal; such proposalswould not be limited to the current golf course operator.

Chair Hart continued her comments, noting that for many yearsshelived inthe Lake Tahoe area, so she
was quitefamiliar with the areaand with the proposal s before the Commission. The Chair stated that she
wasvery appreciative of those who had been involved in the processto devel op these proposalsand to
thosewho participated in today’ s meeting. She also stated that the commissionersdid not merely follow
staff proposals, but that they invested considerable timein the consideration of the actions brought before
them. She noted that it would have made more sense for the meadow areas, now part of the state recre-
ation area, to be part of the state park, adding that if the science and vision available today had existed
when the park was established thiswould have been the situation when the parkswere established. Chair
Hart noted that CaliforniaTrout, the U.S. Forest Service, the CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Game,
and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency al supported the proposal s before the Commission. She added
that it was unfortunate that park neighborswerein conflict with State Parks over aspects of thismatter.
The Chair stated that she believed the golf course provided important recreation to the area, and that she
supported the compelling proposal s before the Commission.

Commissioner Maurice Johannessen asked if theriver restoration project could be separated from the gol f
course proposal. Commissioner Johannessen, Chair Hart, and Dan Ray discussed thismatter. Mr. Ray
noted that any future RFPfor the golf course would come before the Commission for adetermination that
the concession was consi stent with the park classification and general plan. Chair Hart noted that the
Commission’sdecision wasonly one step in aprocessthat required additional approvalsin order to pro-
ceed, and that the proposal’s*“ Alternative 3" provided for river restoration with areduced, 9-hole golf
course. Commissioner Johannessen stated that though State Parks could facelegal challengesoncea
positive decision was made, staff believed that the proposal s bef ore the Commission presented the best
availableoption. Mr. Ray confirmed that thiswas CaliforniaState Parks position onthe matter.

Chair Caryl Hart noted that shewould now ask for action on agendaitems 5B and 5C. Sheread aloud
agendaitem 5B, the proposal to adopt the resol ution before the Commission adjust the classifications of
LakeValley State Recreation Areaand Washoe M eadows State Park to restore the Upper Truckee River
and floodplain by relocating aportion of L ake Tahoe Golf Course out of theriver, whichinvolvesatransfer
of moreenvironmentally sensitiveland from Lake Valley State Recreation Areato Washoe M eadows
State Park and thetransfer of less sensitive land from Washoe M eadows State Park to Lake Valley State
Recreation Area. The Chair asked for amotion onitem 5B. Motion Commissioner Kogerman, second
Commissioner Paul Junger Witt. The commissionersvoted unanimously to approvethe motion.

Chair Hart then moved to agendaitem 5C. The Chair read theitem, noting that as aresponsi ble agency
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the Commission had reviewed and considered the Final Environmental |mpact Report for the Upper Truc-
kee River Restoration and Golf Course Rel ocation Project, and to adopt the resol ution before the Commis-
sionto approvethegenera plan amendment for Lake Valley State Recreation Area. The Chair asked for
amotion. Motion Commissioner Kogerman, second Commissioner Witt. The commissionersvoted unani-
mously to approvethe motion.

The Chair noted that this concluded the hearing on agendaitems 5B and 5C. Unidentified membersof the
audience began shouting questions at thedais. Chair Hart replied that State Parkslegal counsel would
attempt to address these questions outside of the meeting, which needed to moveto its next agendaitem.

ITEM 5D:
Consideration and possible action to adopt arevised Commission policy on alcoholic
beverages

Chair Hart explained that thisitem had been thoroughly reviewed by the Commission’s Concessions,
Enterprise, and Fisca Committee, CommissionersBill Kogerman and Paul Witt. The Chair then asked
State Parks Concessions Reservations, and Fees Division Chief Jim Luscutoff to introducethisitem.

Concessions Chief Jim Luscutoff explained that the Commission had previoudly approved arelated agenda
item concerning Topanga State Park at its May 2010 meeting in Fresno. Mr. Luscutoff stated that in
conjunctionwith that decision, staff had been directed to eval uate the department policy ona cohol sales.
He noted that the action before the Commission today wasthe resulting revised policy on a cohol sales
that, if approved, would provide the department with the ability to offer wineand a cohol salesinlocations
that werenot “...historically locationsfor sale of alcohal...” asrequired by current policy. Mr. Luscutoff
provided the example of aproposed winetasting concession at Old Town San Diego State Historic Park,
wherea cohol saleswere not permitted in one building but were allowed in another because no evidence
could befound to establish that a cohol salestook placein apreciselocation. He noted that the revised
policy being presented to the Commission provided the department with direction asto the authorization of
alcohol sales, but also provided the Director of California State Parkswith the ability to approve alcohol
salesfor previoudy redtrictive situationslike the winetasting example at Old Town San Diego State His-
toric Park. Mr. Luscutoff added that the revised policy also required the Director to consult with the
Deputy Director of Park Operationswhen making a cohol salesdecisions, and that it also required that a
report of such actionsbe provided to the Commission.

Chair Hart thanked Mr. Luscutoff and asked if Committee members K ogerman or Witt had anything to
add. Commissioner Bill Kogerman read aletter from the Hearst Corporation which the commissionershad
each received. Theletter stated that the Hearst Corporation had discussed the revised al cohol policy with
CaliforniaState Parks staff. The Hearst Corporation expressed support for the adoption of therevised
policy and noted that such apolicy would provide new revenue generating opportunitiesfor California
State Parks. Theletter was signed by Martin Cepkauskas of the Hearst Corporation.

Chair Hart asked if there were any other commentsfrom commissioners. Commissioner Maurice Johan-
nessen asked if therevised policy provided an opportunity for the Director of State Parksto act asgate-
keeper, making decisionsrelated to alcohol sales. Director Ruth Coleman replied that thiswas correct.

Commissioner ElvaYanez asked about liability issuesasthey related to concessionairesand providing
responsi ble beverage service. Concessions Chief Jim Luscutoff replied that liability wasaddressed within
concessions contracts, and that State Parks concessionaireswereliable and required to provideinsurance.
The Commissioner and Mr. Luscutoff also discussed training in responsi ble beverage servicefor conces-
sionaires. Mr. Luscutoff replied that while concess onaireswere obligated to meet all requirementsof the
California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) hedid not know if these requirementsin-
cluded training. Commissioner Yanez stated that shewould liketo seetraining be arequirement of future
concessions contracts.
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Commissioner Yanez noted that she had previoudy worked for many yearsin alcohol policy development.
The Commissioner proposed that in therevised policy, the statement “...enhance public enjoyment of
certain unitsto servetheinterest of park visitors...” be changed to “...broaden the appeal of concession
servicesat certain units...” Commissioner Bill Kogerman, Commissioner Yanez, and Director Ruth Cole-
man discussed the suggested change and the process by which the Concessions, Enterprise, and Fiscal
Committee had approved the draft revised policy. They agreed to revise the language asrequested by
Commissioner Yanez and to at thistime present the policy to the Commissioninthisform.

Chair Caryl Hart then asked for amotion to approvetherevised policy. Motion Commissioner Kogerman,
second Commissioner Yanez. Chair Hart then asked if there were any speakerson thisagendaitem.
Therebeing none she called for avote. The commissionersvoted unanimously to approvetherevised
Commission policy on acoholic beverages asamended by Commissioner Yanez.

AGENDA ITEM6:
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Hart opened the Open Public Comment portion of the meeting at 1:28 p.m. She proceeded to call
thesingleregistered speaker:

- North Swanson, representing TahoeArea Naturists, concerning the designation of clothing optiona areas
a CaliforniaState Park System units.

Therebeing no other registered or unregistered speakers, Chair Caryl Hart closed Open Public Comment
at 1:30 p.m.

AGENDAITEM7:
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further comments or questions, Chair Hart adjourned the meeting at 1:30 p.m.

ATTEST: Theseminuteswereapproved by the California State Park and Recreation Commission on
January 27, 2012, at itsduly-noticed public meeting in Brentwood, California

By: ORIGINAL SIGNED BY Date:  1-27-12
LouisNastro

Assistant to the Commission

For Ruth Coleman, Director, California Department of Parksand Recreation
Secretary to the Commission
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State of California - The Resources Agency Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

’ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Ruth Coleman, Director

®

Meeting of the
CALIFORNIA STATE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION
Clubhouse of the Lake Tahoe Golf Course, 2500 Emerald Bay Road
South Lake Tahoe, California
Friday, October 21, 2011 - 9:00 a.m.

REVISED AGENDA of the MEETING

. Approval of minutes of the July 8, 2011 meeting in Sacramento.

. Chair's Report, Commissioner reports/comments, Recognitions.

Approval of Special Redwood Groves — as requested by Save the Redwoods League.
Director’s Report.

O oA W N R

. Public Hearing
A. Consent Items** (reflecting staff recommendations)

I. Concurrence on the Director’s appointments of Donald Kraemer, Ron Smith, Judy
Teunissen, Alan Washburn, and Pati Weir to the board of the California Citrus State
Historic Park Non-Profit Management Corporation.

II. Determination of compatibility of concession contracts for the operation of multiple
state park units slated for closure effective July 1, 2012 in accordance with Public
Resources Code Sections 5080.03, 5080.16, and 5080.20.

Ill. Determination of compatibility of the concession contract for the operation of the
statewide reservation system in accordance with Public Resources Code Sections
5010.1, 5080.03, 5080.20, and 5080.23.

B. Consideration and possible action on the Department recommendation to Adjust the
classifications of Lake Valley State Recreation Area and Washoe Meadows State Park
to restore the Upper Truckee River and floodplain by relocating a portion of Lake Ta-
hoe Golf Course out of the river, which involves a transfer of more environmentally
sensitive land from Lake Valley State Recreation Area to Washoe Meadows State Park
and the transfer of less sensitive land from Washoe Meadows SP to Lake Valley SRA.

c. Consideration and possible action on the Department recommendation to review and
consider the Final EIR for the Upper Truckee River Restoration and Golf Course Relo-
cation Project and adoption of the general plan amendment for Lake Valley State Rec-
reation Area.

D. Consideration and possible action to adopt a revised Commission policy on alcoholic
beverages.

6. Open Public Comment (on subjects other than the above agenda items).
7. Adjourn.

Copies of this agenda and the public notice of the meeting are available on the Internet
at www.parks.ca.gov/default.asp?page_id=936

** The Commission may approve consent items all at once without discussion. Any person requesting an oppor-
tunity to be heard with regard to consent items must complete a Speaker Registration Form (names are not
required) prior to the announcement at the meeting of agenda item 5A, Consent Items. If such a request is
made, the item(s) in question shall be pulled from the consent list for discussion and/or public comment.



